Summary of Rural CPP Issues

At the July 28 GMPC meeting, the GMPC directed staff to prepare policy options to address four rural development issues.  The issues and general direction given  for each are as follows:

Issue
General Direction Given by GMPC 



Rural Growth Target
Recognize the rural growth target as a cap on new development

Reducing Rural Capacity
Provide flexibility for the application of lower density zoning

Rural Land Uses
Address size and scale of non-residential uses, and in some cases, consider prohibition of some non-residential uses

Transfer of Development  Rights
Encourage transfers of development rights from rural King County to cities

Meeting Goal

The GMPC staff team, with the participation of additional staff and elected officials from Seattle and the suburban cities, have worked together to develop distinct policy options for each issue.  The goal for the October 27 GMPC meeting is to get direction on the preferred policy option for each issue, which we will then be brought back to the November 10 GMPC meeting in motion form for action.  As the Year 2000 Update to the King County Comprehensive Plan is considering these same issues, and the Executive Proposed Plan must be transmitted to the King County Council by March 1, 2000, timely GMPC action on these issues is critical.

Summary of Policy Options

Rural Growth Target

· The rural target is 5800 – 8200 new houses from 1992 to 2012;  approximately 5700 building permits have been issued since 1992.

· The rural area has substantial capacity for new growth; the estimate of existing, vacant lots is 12,000 and the estimate of new lots that could be created under existing zoning is 8000

· All four policy options include language to strengthen legislative intent and define why limiting growth in the rural area is important.

· The four options are in escalating order of agressiveness:

· Option #1 focuses on limiting creation of new lots, addressing overall capacity in the rural area, and does not require that strong measures be taken to limit new building permits on existing lots

· Option #2 sets a maximum rate of development; the actual number of new building permits allowed would fluctuate with the countywide growth rate.  

· Option #3 sets the current rural target as a cap, but allows the target to be revised by the GMPC without having to amend the policy.

· Option #4 casts in stone the current rural target as a cap, requiring the application of regulations that would only permit 2500 new homes between now and 2012.

Reducing Rural Capacity

· LU-12 provides direction for the application of rural zoning.

· One home per 5 acres is considered the standard zone for the rural area; one home per 10 and one home per 20 acres are considered appropriate under specific circumstances.

· In both options, these circumstances are broadened, allowing the one per 10 and one per 20 acre zones to be used more liberally.

· The primary difference between Option #1 and Option #2 is that Option #2 is more prescriptive – Option #1 is a “should”, and Option #2 is a “shall”.

Rural Land Uses

· These three options are also in escalating order of agressiveness: 

· Option #1 continues to allow all the currently permitted non-residential uses: schools, churches, recreational uses, public facilities – but requires size and scale limits.

· Option #2 allows all the same currently permitted uses, subject to size and scale limits, but only elementary schools, which typically serve the immediate neighborhood. 

· Option #3 prohibits all schools and churches.

· In conjunction with any of these options, the amendment to CO-14 (follows Option #3) would prohibit sewers to schools in the rural area.

Transfer of Development Rights

· Policy LU-14 as written is long and discusses several components of the TDR program.

· The amendments break LU-14 into two separate policies.

· LU-14 is proposed to state:

· Transfers of development rights from regionally significant lands are encouraged.

· Cities are encouraged to be receivers of density credits as long as the additional development can be supported by local infrastructure, or if added amenities will mitigate for the additional development.

· The County shall establish a program to provide amenities to receiving cities.

· LU-14.1 addresses appropriate TDR sending sites and receiving sites.  

· Option #1 is primarily clarification of existing language.

· Option #2 sets priority sending sites, placing emphasis on sites with valuable  habitat for endangered species, and rural forest lands.
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